Introduction {#Sec1}
============

The gradient in the association between socioeconomic status and health where those with higher status live longer, enjoy better health, and experience less disability is well documented, particularly in developed societies against a backdrop of general advancement in medicine and improved health systems.[@CR1]--[@CR3] Socioeconomic differences in health are present throughout most of the life course. Several studies have highlighted that differences persist, or even widen, in later life. The socioeconomic advantages and health experiences present during childhood, as well as in adulthood, cumulate and provide additional advantage to those with higher socioeconomic status in terms of, for instance, the onset of chronic diseases, and the severity of disease impairment on functionality.[@CR3],[@CR4] Conversely, some studies point to a narrowing in the gap in health inequalities at older ages due to the selective mortality and survival of healthier people and the beneficial effect of programs targeting older people.[@CR3],[@CR5] Research in developing countries on socioeconomic differences in health is, however, very limited. Available evidence, gathered from a few studies, points to an inconsistent relationship between socioeconomic status and health outcomes.[@CR6]--[@CR9] Similarly, the association between socioeconomic status and health risk behaviors is also inconsistent.[@CR10] Less studied is the health and well-being of older people in developing countries and how it is associated with socioeconomic status.

Older People in Developing Countries {#Sec2}
------------------------------------

The number of older people is growing rapidly, and currently, about two-thirds of the world's older people live in developing countries.[@CR11] There are large differences in the level and pace of aging between the regions of the developing world, with the proportion of older people in Africa (5%) relatively modest compared with, for instance, Southeast Asia (8%), South America (10%), and Central America (11%). Although the share of older people in Africa remains low, the growth in absolute terms raises concerns. Africa is currently estimated to have about 50 million older people aged 60 years and older, and the number is projected to increase dramatically by 2025.[@CR11] Coupled with this is the recognition that cities in sub-Saharan Africa are increasingly becoming home to a growing number of older people who are largely aging in situ, with few prospects of out-migrating to rural areas.[@CR12]--[@CR14] Population aging in Africa is however taking place amid low levels of socioeconomic development.[@CR15]

Older people in Africa are faced with a wide range of challenges that affect their economic and social well-being as well as their health. Furthermore, older people are often not a priority in health programs, which largely focus on infants, children, and women of reproductive age and, increasingly, on HIV/AIDS.[@CR16],[@CR17] Additionally, in Africa, pensions cover a very small minority of the older population; most pension schemes are contributory and occupation-based and thus accessible only to workers in the public and formal sectors.[@CR17],[@CR18] Nonetheless, a number of countries in Africa such as South Africa, Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, Senegal, and Mauritius have introduced either a means-tested or nontested noncontributory social pension with universal access,[@CR18]--[@CR20] despite the challenges of sustainability,[@CR17],[@CR21],[@CR22] administrative costs, and inclination to mismanagement or abuse.[@CR23],[@CR24] A lifetime of low economic status and poor access to healthcare nevertheless means that the majority of older people in Africa are entering old age in poverty and poor health.[@CR16] The diminishing capacity to engage in income generation, particularly in urban areas in terms of both physical capacity and relevant skills, also increases older people's risk to poor health and economic outcomes.[@CR16],[@CR17]

Whereas older people in rural areas are generally poorer than their urban counterparts,[@CR18] and with poor access to health services,[@CR25] growing evidence highlights a disadvantaged urban population. A popular sense of filial obligation and material support for older people have declined rapidly in urban areas due to individualistic or nuclear-focused families as opposed to extended or multigenerational support, and also due to resource constraints among the younger adults expected to provide the support.[@CR26],[@CR27] In addition to this context, aging and poverty are expected to be key features of many cities in the developing world with major health disadvantages.[@CR28] Older people in urban areas living in informal settlements or slums and those engaged in the informal sector are likely to be among the worst off. Furthermore, older people are faced with a dual burden of infectious diseases and chronic and debilitating diseases that cause disability.[@CR29] Therefore, research on the determinants of health of older people in developing countries is a pertinent public health issue. This paper seeks firstly to understand whether socioeconomic differences in reporting a disability exist among older people living in resource-poor neighborhoods of Nairobi, Kenya and, secondly, to explore how these differentials vary according to the indicators of health and socioeconomic status used.

Data and Setting {#Sec3}
================

The study was nested within the Nairobi Urban Health Demographic Surveillance System (NUHDSS) which follows up the entire population of usual residents of 2 slum areas: Korogocho and Viwandani numbering approximately 60,000 individuals. Older people (50 years or older) comprise 5% of the total population, and almost two-thirds of the resident population are aged between 15 and 49 years, while children aged 0--14 years make up an additional 30% of the population. The median age is 23 years, which is high compared with the national average of 18 years, and considering that almost half of the country's population is 15 or younger; this reflects the in-migration of young adults to the slums in search of work. The core function of the NUHDSS is to monitor population dynamics. Additionally, the NUHDSS acts as a platform for conducting other panel and cross-sectional surveys within the defined geographical area. Hence, data for this study are part of a larger, 5-year nested research program, the Urbanization Poverty and Health Dynamics Program (UPHD), that seeks to understand the linkages among migration, poverty, and health consequences across different stages of the life course for residents of these 2 slums. One of the components of the research program, titled Survey on Social, Health, and Overall Wellbeing of Older People, sought to investigate the factors associated with the social, health, and economic status of older people.

All people 50 years and older (2,612) who were resident in the NUHDSS during the surveillance round preceding the baseline survey were eligible for interview. Therefore, eligibility was determined by age and residence in the demographic surveillance area at the time of the recruitment. Participants were recruited into the study in 2 phases: the first cohort was recruited from October 2006--February 2007 and the second cohort recruited from October--December 2007. Whereas 60 years is conventionally used as the cutoff age for older people, especially in aging populations,[@CR11] 50 years was selected in this study due to the low life expectancy in Kenya, which is estimated at 54 years for both men and women,[@CR15] and the low age of retirement, which is currently set at 55 years.[@CR30] Setting the minimum age for eligibility at 50 years therefore allowed a sufficient number of participants for the survey. The response rate for the survey was 79%, and nonresponse was largely due to failure to establish contact. Postsurvey weights were developed to adjust for nonresponse based on the age, sex, and the level of education composition of the target population. Information on socioeconomic status comes from a study on detailed household livelihood and amenities conducted concurrently with the survey on older people, and all households with older people were eligible. A total of 2,037 older people were covered by both studies, hence the sample size used in this paper.

All the interviews were interviewer-administered and were conducted at the respondent's home after obtaining a verbal and/or written informed consent from the participant. The language used during the interview was Kiswahili, which is the lingua franca in the linguistically heterogeneous and cosmopolitan city. The study protocol and ethics were approved by the Kenya Medical Research Institute's (KEMRI) Ethical Review Committee, mandated by the Ministry of Health in Kenya to review research proposals involving human subjects.

Health Outcome Measures {#Sec4}
-----------------------

The study uses self-reported health to assess functionality. Physical functioning is an important measure of health and well-being, particularly among older people. Additionally, how an individual rates his/her functional status is known to be significantly associated with clinical indicators of well-being such as presence of chronic diseases and hospitalization,[@CR31] and even in predicting mortality.[@CR32],[@CR33] The health indicator used is the World Health Organization's (WHO) functionality and disability measure---the 12-item WHO Disability Assessment Schedule (WHODAS-12) that assesses day-to-day functioning at the physical, personal, and social levels based on 6 different domains: *cognition, mobility, self-care, interpersonal interactions, household activities*, and *participation in society*. *Cognition* refers to the ability to concentrate or learn a new task. *Mobility* relates to walking, prolonged standing, and being able to stand up quickly from sitting down. *Self-care* refers to one's capacity to perform activities of daily living. These 3 domains---*cognition, self-care*, and *mobility*---relate to physiological functioning. *Interpersonal interaction* measures difficulties with interacting with other people and dealing with conflicts or tensions. *Household activities* refer to duties relating to domestic activities and household chores. *Interpersonal interactions* and *household activities* refer to personal level of functioning. Only one domain, *participation in society*, measures functioning at societal level as it refers to the individual having difficulty in joining or taking part in community activities. Combining different health domains is expected to yield a better representation of well-being than using fewer or single-item indicators.[@CR34]--[@CR36] The different domains may, however, vary on how sensitive they are across various individual characteristics. Therefore, any divergence in reporting across the various domains of well-being provides a better understanding of the indicators being observed and health disparity among the subgroups in the study population.[@CR37]--[@CR39]

The participants were asked to assess 12 functionality items on a 5-point Likert scale, with questions phrased in the manner "In the last 30 days, how much difficulty/problems did you have with...." A score for each of the domains was generated by recoding the 12 items with a weight of either 2 or 4 as the maximum possible score, which was then summed and converted to a percentage to allow comparison across domains. The resulting score therefore range from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating more functional impairment. The overall disability score is an aggregate of the 6 domains. This paper unpacks the composite score to assess if there are differences in the direction of effect of the individual components that make up the overall disability score by recognizing the multifaceted nature of disability. The composite score combines both physical and psychosocial dimensions of disability. Overall, all the domains are positively and strongly correlated with each other. Nonetheless, *cognition* and *interpersonal interactions* are the least correlated with the other domains and with the overall disability score, unlike *mobility* and *self-care*, which are highly correlated with the composite score.

Socioeconomic Variables {#Sec5}
-----------------------

A range of indicators are used depicting the socioeconomic position of individuals and their effect on the 6 functionality domains and overall disability health measure. These indicators are education level, type of employment, the main source of livelihood, and wealth index. Education is significantly correlated with type of employment (*r*^2^ = 0.30, *p* \< 0.001) and main source of livelihood (*r*^2^ = 0.26, *p* \< 0.001). Similarly, the type of employment and main source of livelihood were also positively correlated (*r*^2^ = 0.28, *p* \< 0.001). The wealth grouping is however weakly correlated with the level of education (*r*^2^ = 0.02, *p* = 0.277) and type of employment (*r*^2^ = 0.01, *p* = 0.628) but not the main source of livelihood (*r*^2^ = 0.09 *p* = 0.001). Even though these indicators are often related and sometimes used interchangeably to measure socioeconomic position, they may affect health outcomes variably as well as at different stages in the life course.[@CR40]

Education reflects intellectual capacity to comprehend, access, and utilize health promotion messages and services, while it also determines the type of employment opportunities accessible to an individual.[@CR41] The variable on education used here refers to the highest education level attained and has been categorized into 3 dummy variables: primary, secondary or higher, and those never been to school taken as the reference category.

The type of employment activity is strongly associated with income and therefore access to material resources and expenditure that enhances health. Employment was categorized into 4 groups. The first employment category includes those who *run their own businesses* or individual enterprises such as people peddling wares in the streets and vegetable sellers. The *informal employment* category comprises mainly workers with temporary and irregular employment, for whom the primary mode of payment is a daily rate or piecemeal. The third category, *formal employment*, encompasses individuals with longer contracts and more regular payments relative to other employment categories, received on either a weekly or monthly basis. The fourth category, coded as *other*, includes mainly those engaged in urban farming along road reserves and other open spaces within the city, and those foraging for recyclable waste materials at garbage dumpsites. Older people engaged in the *other* category of employment were taken to be the reference group.

The wealth index is used as a proxy to capture the households' wealth status over a long period of time. It is also a reliable measure in predicting health.[@CR42],[@CR43] The index was computed using characteristics of housing and a set of utility household items accessible to or used by the individuals' household. The individuals were grouped into 3 approximately equal bands, namely lowest (reference group), middle, and highest wealth group.

Given the almost nonexistent pensions or institutional support in the study area, older people raise income for their livelihood from various sources. Therefore, the main source of livelihood for the older people was also included as an indicator to assess socioeconomic position. The group of older people whose main source of livelihood was from informal social or filial networks was taken as the reference category, the other categories being those who participate in a waged or self-employed occupation, and those who rely on income from savings or assets.

Variables included in the models as control variables were age, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangements, which have been shown from previous studies to be highly correlated with health among older people. Functionality is inversely correlated with age, whereas being in a marital union has beneficial effect on health.[@CR44] Ethnicity has strong correlation with health particularly in studies conducted in developed countries.[@CR45]--[@CR47] Age was included as a categorical variable taking the younger old (50--54 years) as the reference category. The living arrangement of the older person was assessed based on the number and age composition of people in the household.

Statistical Analyses {#Sec6}
--------------------

Multiple linear (ordinary least squares---OLS) regression models are used to assess the association between socioeconomic status and self-reported disability. Due to the highly skewed distribution, logarithmic transformation of the WHODAS scores was performed to meet the assumptions of linear regression, and the coefficients and standard errors were back-transformed. The first step involved estimating regression models for each of the 4 socioeconomic indicators---education, type of employment, main sources of livelihood, and the wealth grouping---and the disability domains index, adjusted for covariates associated with health, namely age, gender, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangements. In the second step, all the socioeconomic status indicators were added to the same model to determine the effect of each indicator, while controlling for the effect of the others as well as the control variables used in the first step. All the models are estimated separately for men and women. The level of statistical significance used was the *p* value ≤0.05.

Results {#Sec7}
=======

Characteristics of the Sample and Bivariate Analysis {#Sec8}
----------------------------------------------------

Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"} presents the sociodemographic characteristics of the sample and the percentage distribution of the variables of interests for women and men. The mean age of the study participants was 58 years, with women significantly older (61 years) compared to men (57 years). The sample consisted largely of males (65%). This high sex ratio is typical for most cities in Africa, including Nairobi, where males outnumber females when compared to rural areas or other cities in the world.[@CR48] These differences reflect the historical rural--urban migration patterns and gender variations that typically characterized earlier migrants to the city. The majority of the current older people in Nairobi migrated to the city during the preindependence period and immediately following independence, when there was a strong bias toward single male labor migrants.[@CR49],[@CR50] Although the proportion of women migrants has been on the increase, causing the sex ratio to gradually fall, men still outnumber women among migrants to urban areas.[@CR51],[@CR52]Table 1Demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the study population compared across genderSociodemographic and socioeconomic characteristicsWomenMenTotal5-year age groups\*\*\*50--5439.949.546.255--5919.124.022.360--6413.012.312.565--6910.06.37.670+18.08.011.5Mean age60.657.358.4Current marital status\*\*\*Married32.490.069.9Divorced/separated18.53.89.0Widowed40.65.217.6Never married8.51.03.6Ethnic group\*\*\*Kikuyu/Embu/Meru57.336.743.9Luhya6.516.913.3Luo7.115.112.3Kamba13.116.915.6Somali/Borana12.69.910.8Other groups3.54.54.1Household size\*\*\*131.841.037.8219.518.618.93--425.815.719.25+22.924.724.1Highest education level\*\*\*Never attended school51.018.229.7Primary43.061.855.2Secondary6.020.015.1Type of current/most recent employment\*\*\*Unemployed11.71.24.9Runs own business61.035.944.7Informal employment12.136.227.8Formal employment4.123.216.5Other11.13.66.2Main source of livelihood\*\*\*Own or spouse's work57.373.567.9Own savings/investments18.120.519.6Dependent on others24.76.012.5Wealth group\*\*\*Lowest group33.333.533.4Middle group39.928.732.7Highest group26.837.833.9Total100.0100.0100.0*N*712 (34.9%)1,325 (65.1%)2,037*χ*^2^ test for differences between women and men\*\*\**p*\<0.001; \*\**p*\<0.01; \**p*\<0.05 (significance levels)

The dominant ethnic groups in the sample population (Kikuyu, Embu, and Meru), who originate from the central and eastern provinces of Kenya, make up almost half (44%) followed by Kamba (16%). The Luhya, Luo, and Somali/Borana ethnic groups each comprise a similar proportion out of the total population. The dominancy of the ethnic groups from the central and eastern provinces may be reflective of the composition of earlier migrants to the city, where communities from provinces in close proximity to Nairobi dominated.[@CR48],[@CR53] The ethnic distribution in these slums does not reflect the country's ethnic composition, nor is it representative of slums in Nairobi.[@CR54] Generally, most slums in Nairobi depict a unique spatial segregated pattern based on ethnicity, which can be accounted for by chain migration wherein the presence of kin and relatives provide a base for new migrants, thus encouraging migrants from a specific place of origin to settle predominantly in one area.[@CR49]

More than half of the older population reported primary schooling as their highest educational level (55%), and 15% had secondary education or higher. Older women tended to be less educated compared with men, with over half of the women having no education (51%) compared with only 18% of men. Huge gender differences are also observed among those with secondary education or higher. Unestablished individual or household business enterprises form the main type of employment for the majority of older people (45%). These enterprises comprise mainly petty trading such as vending of vegetables, household wares, or second-hand clothing. Only a minority of older people (17%) are in contractual employment with a higher proportion of men (23%) engaged in this form of employment compared with only 4% of women. Nonetheless, most of the older people in the study rely on their own or spouse's income (68%) as their main source of livelihood with a higher proportion of women relying on external support from children/relatives (25%) compared with men (6%). Most of the older people live in single member households (38%) with women more likely to live in larger households and to co-reside with children under the age of 15 years.

Tables [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} and [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"} present the summary statistics (mean and median) for the 6 individual health domains as well as the overall disability score, compared across socioeconomic characteristics of the study participants for women and men, respectively. In general, both men and women reported the highest disability scores in the *mobility* domain, whereas the lowest scores were reported in the *self-care* domain. A large proportion of individuals reported no disability with *self-care* and *participation in society*, as shown by median scores unlike the other 4 domains (*cognition, mobility, interpersonal*, and *life activities*). On average, women generally recorded higher mean scores in all the domains compared with the men. Table 2Mean and median scores for disability domains and overall disability by socioeconomic characteristics (women)CognitionMobilitySelf-careInterpersonal interactionLife activitiesParticipation in societyOverall scoreHighest education levelNever attended school28.7 (25)45.0 (50)16.5 (0)37.3 (25)38.7 (50)26.9 (0)31.5 (30)Primary16.2 (12)34.1 (25)6.5 (0)28.2 (25)26.6 (25)13.6 (0)20.3 (19)Secondary21.6 (19)38.3 (37)6.8 (0)34.8 (25)32.6 (25)22.8 (0)25.4 (20)Type of current/recent employmentUnemployed35.2 (37)52.1 (62)22.8 (0)40.0 (50)46.7 (50)36.1 (50)37.8 (36)Runs own business20.7 (12)38.1 (37)10.0 (0)31.4 (25)31.2 (25)19.3 (0)24.5 (22)Informal employment21.8 (12)39.7 (37)10.2 (0)36.1 (25)31.3 (25)19.6 (0)25.4 (25)Formal employment20.4 (12)30.9 (25)7.4 (0)30.6 (25)18.5 (0)12.9 (0)20.2 (16)Other23.5 (12)40.2 (37)11.2 (0)33.5 (25)36.2 (50)18.2 (0)26.8 (25)Main source of livelihoodOwn or spouse's work18.7 (12)33.9 (25)6.7 (0)29.5 (25)28.1 (25)15.6 (0)21.4 (19)Own savings/investments20.1 (12)42.0 (37)11.6 (0)28.6 (25)32.4 (25)18.8 (0)25.8 (25)Dependent on others34.4 (25)52.1 (62)22.8 (16)45.2 (50)45.1 (50)34.8 (50)37.9 (38)Current work statusUnemployed28.1 (25)49.0 (50)17.3 (0)40.5 (50)40.1 (50)27.7 (0)32.9 (27)Employed19.6 (12)34.3 (37)8.1 (0)28.8 (25)28.8 (25)16.8 (0)22.2 (22)Wealth groupLowest group23.3 (12)44.8 (37)11.4 (0)38.4 (25)36.1 (25)21.7 (0)28.5 (25)Middle group23.7 (25)39.1 (37)11.7 (0)31.8 (25)33.1 (25)22.8 (0)26.4 (25)Highest group20.9 (12)35.2 (37)11.5 (0)29.1 (25)29.4 (25)17.2 (0)23.4 (19)Total22.9 (12)39.9 (37)11.6 (0)33.2 (25)33.1 (25)20.9 (0)26.3 (25)The table displays the average disability scores; the median score is shown in parentheses. The higher the value, the higher the level of disabilityTable 3Mean and median scores for disability domains and overall disability by socioeconomic characteristics (men)CognitionMobilitySelf-careInterpersonal interactionLife activitiesParticipation in societyOverall disabilityHighest education levelNever attended school19.4 (12)29.3 (25)10.3 (0)24.2 (25)28.5 (25)20.8 (0)21.4 (20)Primary13.2 (0)22.1 (12)5.9 (0)21.2 (25)22.2 (25)12.4 (0)15.4 (13)Secondary11.8 (0)21.9 (25)4.4 (0)19.7 (25)23.4 (25)11.2 (0)14.9 (13)Type of current/recent employmentUnemployed28.0 (25)44.4 (50)32.0 (24)35.9 (25)56.3 (50)43.8 (50)37.3 (37)Runs own business14.8 (0)24.0 (25)7.8 (0)23.1 (25)24.0 (25)15.9 (0)17.5 (16)Informal employment13.2 (0)23.1 (25)5.9 (0)20.7 (25)23.2 (25)12.5 (0)15.7 (11)Formal employment12.7 (0)22.1 (12)3.8 (0)18.9 (25)21.9 (25)10.5 (0)14.6 (13)Other17.4 (12)20.9 (12)3.8 (0)21.8 (25)22.9 (25)11.7 (0)16.0 (13)Main source of livelihoodOwn or spouse's work13.0 (0)20.7 (12)4.7 (0)20.1 (25)20.7 (25)10.7 (0)14.4 (13)Own savings/investments15.1 (12)27.0 (25)8.5 (0)20.8 (25)27.2 (25)18.8 (0)19.0 (19)Dependent on others23.1 (12)42.5 (50)19.0 (0)38.6 (25)45.6 (50)31.6 (0)31.3 (30)Current work statusUnemployed17.7 (12)38.3 (37)12.8 (0)32.4 (25)37.0 (25)23.4 (0)25.2 (22)Employed13.5 (0)21.1 (12)5.4 (0)19.7 (25)21.6 (25)12.2 (0)15.1 (13)Wealth groupLowest group12.7 (0)28.1 (25)4.2 (0)24.4 (25)30.1 (25)15.6 (0)18.0 (16)Middle group15.1 (12)22.2 (12)8.7 (0)20.9 (25)21.8 (25)13.9 (0)16.5 (13)Highest group14.4 (0)20.0 (12)6.6 (0)19.0 (25)19.0 (0)11.7 (0)14.9 (11)Total14.0 (0)23.4 (12)6.4 (0)21.4 (25)23.6 (25)13.7 (0)16.4 (13)The table displays the average disability scores; the median score is shown in parenthesis. The higher the value, the higher the level of disability

Higher mean scores were reported by older people who were unemployed, and those dependent on others for their livelihood. Education was inversely related with disability scores among the men, where those with no education reported the highest scores, followed by men with primary education; those with secondary education or higher reported the least disability scores. However, the relationship between education and reporting a disability was not linear for women, as those with no education reported the highest scores, followed by women with secondary education or higher. With regards to wealth status, older people in the highest wealth grouping reported the least disability scores across almost all the domains. Among women, scores were similar across wealth groupings in the *self-care* domain, whereas the relationship between wealth grouping and disability score was not linear for men in the *cognition* and *self-care* domains.

Results from Multiple Regression Analyses {#Sec9}
-----------------------------------------

The fitted models for each of the socioeconomic indicators for the 6 domains and the overall score are presented in Tables [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"} and [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"} for women and men, respectively. Age, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangement are included as control variables in all the models. Negative coefficients in the regression models reflect an inverse association between socioeconomic status and disability. The magnitude and level of significance vary across the socioeconomic indicators and also the 6 disability domains and overall score. Table 4Results of multiple linear regression modeling the association of disability domains and each socioeconomic variables (women)CognitionMobilitySelf-careInterpersonal interactionLife activitiesParticipation in societyOverall disabilityHighest education levelNever attended school (Ref)Primary−3.843 (1.365)\*\*−0.802 (1.299)−4.163 (1.332)\*\*−1.252 (1.323)−2.782 (1.461)−4.756 (1.606)\*\*−1.833 (0.905)\*Secondary2.088 (2.694)3.614 (2.564)−3.495 (2.628)4.390 (2.610)0.966 (2.883)3.255 (3.169)2.843 (1.786)Constant22.043 (2.895)32.089 (2.755)12.260 (2.824)31.473 (2.804)26.880 (3.098)18.542 (3.404)30.776 (1.918)*R*^2^13.28.914.17.79.010.514.6Type of current/recent employmentOther types (Ref)Unemployed2.667 (2.615)2.765 (2.475)3.397 (2.549)−0.916 (2.517)2.416 (2.770)6.741 (3.073)\*1.144 (1.733)Runs own business−1.103 (1.960)0.809 (1.855)−0.654 (1.911)0.419 (1.886)−1.605 (2.076)0.321 (2.303)−0.286 (1.299)Informal employment1.795 (2.509)2.915 (2.375)0.613 (2.446)5.253 (2.415)\*0.298 (2.658)0.584 (2.949)1.565 (1.663)Formal employment0.306 (3.437)−3.097 (3.254)0.168 (3.351)−0.652 (3.308)−10.547 (3.641)\*\*−2.009 (4.039)−1.162 (2.278)Constant20.471 (3.384)31.086 (3.204)9.955 (3.299)30.604 (3.257)27.403 (3.585)15.527 (3.977)30.087 (2.243)*R*^2^12.59.113.48.110.19.913.8Main source of livelihoodDependent on others (Ref)Own or spouse's work−4.054 (1.634)\*−1.404 (1.555)−8.236 (1.573)\*\*\*−3.909 (1.580)\*−3.690 (1.747)\*−8.295 (1.913)\*\*\*−3.390 (1.082)\*\*Own savings/investments−5.904 (1.936)\*\*0.748 (1.842)−5.011 (1.864)\*\*−4.320 (1.872)\*−1.614 (2.070)−6.336 (2.266)\*\*−2.607 (1.282)\*Constant23.881 (3.107)32.967 (2.956)16.734 (2.992)34.416 (3.003)28.584 (3.321)23.288 (3.637)32.860 (2.057)*R*^2^13.18.816.17.99.011.114.6Wealth groupLowest group (Ref)Middle group−0.198 (1.421)−3.519 (1.336)\*\*1.941 (1.383)−3.092 (1.364)\*−2.380 (1.508)0.022 (1.670)−2.322 (0.934)\*Highest group−1.331 (1.568)−4.267 (1.474)\*\*1.706 (1.526)−3.805 (1.505)\*−4.154 (1.664)\*−2.723 (1.843)−3.130 (1.031)\*\*Constant20.818 (2.938)34.266 (2.763)9.034 (2.860)33.225 (2.822)27.548 (3.118)17.223 (3.455)31.724 (1.933)*R*^2^12.09.713.28.09.29.214.6Age, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangement are included as covariates in all the regression models\*\*\**p*\<0.001; \*\**p*\<0.01; \**p*\<0.05 (significance levels)Table 5Results of multiple linear regression modeling the association of disability domains and each socioeconomic variables (men)CognitionMobilitySelf-careInterpersonal interactionLife activitiesParticipation in societyOverall disabilityHighest education levelNever attended school (Ref)Primary−1.959 (1.474)−1.959 (1.519)−1.137 (1.206)0.009 (1.571)0.149 (1.649)−3.105 (1.533)\*−1.627 (1.173)Secondary−1.657 (1.750)−0.575 (1.804)−1.859 (1.432)−0.043 (1.865)1.822 (1.958)−3.364 (1.820)−1.051 (1.392)Constant18.524 (2.206)25.256 (2.273)7.597 (1.804)24.197 (2.350)20.977 (2.467)9.719 (2.294)24.508 (1.754)*R*^2^4.83.06.33.63.14.54.2Type of current/recent employmentOther types (Ref)Unemployed2.659 (4.912)6.920 (5.061)17.552 (3.972)\*\*\*4.001 (5.218)9.843 (5.487)13.760 (5.084)\*\*7.305 (3.902)Runs own business−1.240 (2.681)3.161 (2.763)3.936 (2.168)1.025 (2.848)0.781 (2.995)3.252 (2.775)0.528 (2.130)Informal employment−1.407 (2.722)2.700 (2.805)3.265 (2.201)−1.733 (2.892)0.261 (3.041)1.065 (2.817)0.276 (2.162)Formal employment−0.848 (2.793)3.117 (2.878)0.741 (2.258)−1.503 (2.967)0.933 (3.120)−0.458 (2.890)−0.149 (2.218)Constant18.108 (3.227)20.783 (3.324)3.810 (2.609)25.308 (3.428)20.712 (3.604)5.918 (3.339)22.953 (2.563)*R*^2^4.83.08.44.13.35.44.4Main source of livelihoodDependent on others (Ref)Own or spouse's work−2.701 (2.082)−8.113 (2.124)\*\*\*−8.448 (1.684)\*\*\*−7.292 (2.209)\*\*−7.633 (2.308)\*\*−8.645 (2.142)\*\*\*−6.808 (1.640)\*\*\*Own savings/investments−2.031 (2.236)−3.175 (2.281)−5.607 (1.808)\*\*−6.669 (2.372)\*\*−2.309 (2.478)−3.348 (2.301)−3.430 (1.761)Constant19.376 (2.683)30.892 (2.737)14.302 (2.170)31.091 (2.846)27.943 (2.973)14.692 (2.760)29.285 (2.113)*R*^2^4.84.98.54.44.96.66.1Wealth groupLowest group (Ref)Middle group0.154 (1.217)−5.920 (1.235)\*\*\*3.749 (0.990)\*\*\*−4.671 (1.286)\*\*\*−7.985 (1.328)\*\*\*−2.437 (1.265)−4.422 (0.954)\*\*\*Highest group0.978 (1.122)−6.756 (1.139)\*\*\*2.403 (0.913)\*\*−4.915 (1.186)\*\*\*−9.249 (1.224)\*\*\*−2.454 (1.166)\*−5.080 (0.880)\*\*\*Constant16.421 (1.935)27.948 (1.964)4.669 (1.574)27.372 (2.045)27.039 (2.111)8.644 (2.011)26.351 (1.517)*R*^2^4.85.87.35.17.84.66.9Age, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangement are included as covariates in all the regression models\*\*\**p*\<0.001; \*\**p*\<0.01; \**p*\<0.05 (significance levels)

The association between level of education and disability presented mixed findings. Among women, having primary education is significantly associated with less disability for *cognition, self-care, participation in society*, and the overall score compared with having no education. Interestingly, having secondary education did not have a similar effect across the disability domains as those with secondary education or higher reported higher disability scores; nonetheless, they were not significantly different from those with no education. For men, however, there were no statistically significant differences between having some level of education and the reference group (no education) after controlling for other factors, although having a higher education was inversely associated with disability across most of the domains.

The employment categories showed inconsistent association with disability across the different domains. For instance, whereas we might expect those in *formal employment* to be better off in terms of reporting less disability compared with those in the *other* category, this was not consistent across the disability domains. A significant difference was observed only in the *life activities* domain among the women, where those in *formal employment* were less likely to report disability compared with those in the category *other*. Men who were unemployed were significantly more likely to report higher disability scores in the *self-care* and *participation in society* domains compared with men in the *other* employment category (reference group).

Older people, both men and women, who rely on their own or their spouse's income as their main source of livelihood significantly reported less disability compared with those relying on their children/relatives. Older people depending on their investments or savings were also significantly more likely to report less disability compared with those relying on children/relatives for their main source of livelihood.

The wealth grouping showed the expected negative association with reporting a disability across most but not all the domains. Having higher wealth status was significantly associated with reporting less disability with the *mobility*, *interpersonal interaction*, and *life activities* domains, as well as, the *overall disability* domain among the women. Similarly for men, being in the middle or highest wealth group was associated with reporting less disability across all the domains except for *cognition* and *self-care*. Interestingly, being in a higher wealth grouping was associated with reporting disability with *self-care* for both men and women compared with the bottom grouping, and the differences were highly statistically significant among the men.

Tables [6](#Tab6){ref-type="table"} and [7](#Tab7){ref-type="table"} present the results of the combined regression models with all the 4 socioeconomic status indicators included in the model for women and men, respectively. Education remained significantly associated with reporting disability in the *cognition*, *self-care*, and *participation in society* among the women, whereas no significant effect was observed among the men across all the domains. The source of livelihood remained significant across all the domains in the aggregate models for both men and women, where older people relying on their own income for livelihood and those relying on personal savings were less likely to report a disability across almost all the 6 domains and the overall score compared with older people receiving external support. Wealth grouping was consistently associated with reporting a disability among the men and women. Table 6Results of multiple linear regression models of the association of disability domains and all the socioeconomic variables (women)CognitionMobilitySelf-careInterpersonal interactionLife activitiesParticipation in societyOverall disabilityHighest education levelNever attended school (Ref)Primary−3.459 (1.367)\*−0.753 (1.297)−3.627 (1.319)\*\*−0.927 (1.315)−2.581 (1.452)−4.280 (1.593)\*\*−1.622 (0.900)Secondary2.763 (2.698)3.693 (2.562)−2.795 (2.604)4.683 (2.597)1.688 (2.867)4.140 (3.146)3.155 (1.777)Type of current/recent employmentOther typesUnemployed2.281 (2.632)2.712 (2.499)1.260 (2.540)−1.260 (2.533)1.755 (2.797)5.089 (3.069)0.732 (1.734)Runs own business−0.728 (1.960)0.511 (1.861)−0.658 (1.892)0.595 (1.886)−1.761 (2.082)0.312 (2.285)−0.288 (1.291)Informal employment1.529 (2.498)2.299 (2.372)0.013 (2.411)4.824 (2.404)\*−0.441 (2.654)−0.385 (2.912)1.053 (1.646)Formal employment−0.065 (3.448)−3.390 (3.273)−1.756 (3.327)−1.141 (3.318)−11.175 (3.663)\*\*\*−3.551 (4.019)−1.677 (2.271)Main source of livelihoodDependent on others (Ref)Own or spouse work−3.224 (1.673)−1.168 (1.589)−7.716 (1.615)\*\*\*−4.095 (1.610)\*−3.398 (1.778)−7.354 (1.951)\*\*\*−3.146 (1.102)\*\*Own savings/investments−5.264 (1.958)\*\*0.831 (1.859)−4.436 (1.890)\*−4.536 (1.885)\*−1.147 (2.080)−5.750 (2.283)\*−2.443 (1.290)Wealth groupLowest groupMiddle group−0.380 (1.411)−3.586 (1.340)\*\*1.670 (1.362)−2.937 (1.358)\*−2.499 (1.499)−0.408 (1.646)−2.389 (0.930)\*Highest group−1.295 (1.562)−4.054 (1.483)\*\*1.951 (1.508)−3.309 (1.504)\*−3.721 (1.660)\*−2.583 (1.821)−2.941 (1.029)\*\*Constant25.001 (3.757)34.611 (3.567)17.430 (3.625)36.055 (3.615)33.273 (3.991)24.452 (4.380)34.931 (2.475)*R*^2^14.811.017.410.511.913.617.1Age, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangement are included as covariates in the regression model\*\*\*\<0.001; \*\*\<0.01; \*\<0.05 (significance levels)Table 7Results of multiple linear regression models of the association of disability domains and all the socioeconomic variables (men)CognitionMobilitySelf-careInterpersonal interactionLife activitiesParticipation in societyOverall disabilityHighest education levelNever attended school (Ref)Primary−1.857 (1.488)−1.756 (1.496)−0.483 (1.184)0.049 (1.562)0.550 (1.611)−2.683 (1.521)−1.302 (1.156)Secondary−1.573 (1.768)−0.887 (1.779)−1.024 (1.407)−0.447 (1.857)1.566 (1.914)−3.193 (1.808)−1.088 (1.374)Type of current/recent employmentOther types (Ref)Unemployed1.386 (5.081)2.878 (5.111)14.069 (4.045)\*\*−0.487 (5.336)6.970 (5.502)10.175 (5.195)4.169 (3.948)Runs own business−0.725 (2.703)3.142 (2.720)4.838 (2.152)\*1.324 (2.839)0.006 (2.927)3.811 (2.764)0.557 (2.101)Informal employment−0.849 (2.744)2.595 (2.761)4.790 (2.185)\*−2.121 (2.882)−0.650 (2.972)1.855 (2.806)0.168 (2.133)Formal employment−0.336 (2.812)2.994 (2.829)2.015 (2.238)−1.730 (2.953)0.003 (3.045)0.242 (2.875)−0.228 (2.185)Main source of livelihoodDependent on others (Ref)Own or spouse work−2.290 (2.214)−7.383 (2.227)\*\*−7.688 (1.762)\*\*\*−6.891 (2.325)\*\*−5.483 (2.397)\*−7.359 (2.263)\*\*−5.602 (1.720)\*\*Own savings/investments−1.620 (2.374)−3.049 (2.388)−4.498 (1.890)\*−7.250 (2.493)\*\*−0.898 (2.571)−2.586 (2.427)−2.671 (1.845)Wealth groupLowest group (Ref)Middle group0.201 (1.234)−5.443 (1.241)\*\*\*4.037 (0.982)\*\*\*−4.946 (1.296)\*\*\*−7.505 (1.336)\*\*\*−2.283 (1.261)−4.170 (0.959)\*\*\*Highest group1.055 (1.134)−6.279 (1.141)\*\*\*2.866 (0.903)\*\*−4.981 (1.191)\*\*\*−8.917 (1.228)\*\*\*−2.086 (1.160)−4.795 (0.881)\*\*\*Constant20.746 (3.970)32.789 (3.994)7.760 (3.160)35.395 (4.169)31.289 (4.299)15.440 (4.059)32.142 (3.085)*R*^2^5.17.811.56.69.48.08.8Age, marital status, ethnicity, and living arrangement are included as covariates in the regression model\*\*\*\<0.001; \*\*\<0.01; \*\<0.05 (significance levels)

Discussion {#Sec10}
==========

The aim of this paper has been to assess socioeconomic differentials in self-reporting of health status by older people aged 50 years or older living in urban slums based on 6 separate functionality domains and a composite indicator measuring overall functionality. Higher socioeconomic position is known to have a direct effect on health through access to health services, better quality of care, and access to information that may lead to positive health behavior and enhanced perception of one's own advantage relative to others of lower economic status. Four socioeconomic measures are used: education, type of employment, the wealth index, and main source of livelihood. We might expect insignificant variation in health outcome in a population that is overwhelmingly poor and in a context characterized by poor living conditions, high unemployment, and poor health outcomes.

The results highlight variation in the association of socioeconomic status and health based on the measure of socioeconomic indicator used and the specific functionality domain. The only socioeconomic indicator that emerged to be consistently sensitive to reporting functionality across all the functionality domains was source of livelihood. Older people relying mainly on their own or their spouse's income and those relying on savings or investment for their livelihood were more likely to report less disability compared with those largely dependent on others for their sustenance. The cross-sectional nature of the study means that the causal process through which the source of livelihood influences functional health status cannot be fully established. However, there are a number of plausible explanations. Older people relying on their own income and consequently having control over spending may have access to material resources that may enhance health. Having control over income also reduces vulnerability by enabling older people to cope with varied circumstances they may encounter, including seeking healthcare, which in the slum setting is largely accessed through private providers.[@CR55] Conversely, older people who are self-reliant economically may be highly selective in terms of their health as healthy status would enhance their employability. Therefore, older people who rely on external assistance as their main source of livelihood may do so because of a disability or poor health, and hence an inability to fend for themselves.

Contrasting differences were observed between older men and women with regard to the effect of educational attainment on reporting disability. The effect of having some level of education appeared to be stronger among women compared with men, even after controlling for the effect of other socioeconomic factors. The theoretical pathway through which education is known to influence health is acting as a means to income and other material resources, and also through behavioral effect, given that education influences receptiveness to health promotion messages, appreciation of health risk factors, and informed use of health services. The gender differences observed in this study may be explained in part by behavioral disparities between men and women in terms of, for instance, risky practices that result in poor health outcomes, the most notable being smoking and alcohol consumption, which are known to be more prevalent among men compared with women.[@CR56],[@CR57]

Occupation, the most commonly used socioeconomic indicator when assessing health inequalities, did not appear to be strongly associated with reporting a disability among the older people in this study. Occupation, which is closely related to income, is often seen as a problematic measure for older people who are no longer in formal employment.[@CR58] Nonetheless, a majority of the older people in the study are still actively participating in employment, most probably out of necessity rather than choice. The occupation categories used in this study may be largely similar in terms of income and thus not sensitive in differentiating this population based on disability as a health outcome. This highlights the methodological challenge relating to the measurement of health inequality among older people, and similarly the limited appropriateness of conventional socioeconomic indicators for older people living in urban slums. The mixed direction of effect on the same socioeconomic status variable across the different disability domains raises caution on the use of single aggregate measures if the constituent components present divergent effects.

This study is not without limitations. The cross-sectional nature of the data does not allow for causal inference. The health indicators used are self-reported, hence subjective, and consequently not free from bias. The variation observed among population subgroups may be reflective of variations in true health status or it may be due to variation in how individuals evaluate their health. Any systematic differences in the understanding and use of response scales, as well as different expectations or variations in perception of what is considered as optimal health due to the effect of personal characteristics and social or cultural context may be reflected in differences in reported health across populations. In addition, having the same level of true health may not essentially result in similar self-reported health. Different subgroups of a population may use different cutoff points or reference levels, with the result that there is no "true-zero" used by all individuals in a survey. For instance, a number of studies have noted this weakness of self-rated health on how different socioeconomic groups rate their health[@CR59] and subsequent link with mortality.[@CR60],[@CR61] Another limitation is that health status observed in individuals during old age is a result of social and biological factors that evolve over the life course, and hence not fully appreciated in the cross-sectional nature of the study. Similarly, the socioeconomic position observed at only one point in time may not adequately explain the contribution of socioeconomic factors to health status.

Conclusion {#Sec11}
==========

Large inequalities, particularly in health and economic status, are common characteristics of developing countries. This is reflected particularly in access to healthcare and social services, and health outcomes including disease burden and consequent mortality. The need to reduce inequality in health remains a major health concern, and the factors associated with poor health outcomes among subgroups of the population, and which are amendable through public health intervention, remain a priority. This study therefore underscores the importance of studying disparities in health status even in a seemingly homogeneous and deprived slum setting. The findings draw attention to the need for appropriate classification of older people based on socioeconomic measures that allow for identification of a gradient in health.
